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1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 17-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ogawa (US 2003/0025238) taken in view of at least one of [Harris (US 2005/0017387), 
Cartwright et al. (US 3,782,428), Birdsall (US 1 ,827,416) and Blieberger (US 
3,854,629)]. 

These references are applied for substantially the same reasons as set forth in 
the last office action. With respect to the amendment to claim 17 to newly define what 
the pressure drops to after exerting the counter-pressure, as noted in the last office 
action with respect to analogous claim 26, the particular pressure selected during the 
controlled stoppage of the extrusion would have been readily and routinely optimized by 
the ordinary artisan through routine optimization for only the expected and predictable 
results. In other words, the ordinary artisan, in view of the secondary references, would 
have understood that after feed stoppage, the pressure in the nozzle should be reduced 
sufficiently so as to avoid the material continuing to exit or leak from the nozzle. It 
therefore would have been obvious immediately after a controlled feed stoppage to 
exert a counter-pressure to a value at which the discharge of the extruded material is 
stopped. The pressure reduction required to effect this stoppage would have been a 
result effective variable determined through only routine optimization for only the 
expected results. Applicant has not clearly asserted or shown that the very broad range 
of claimed values represents anything other than what the ordinary artisan would have 
been expected to arrive at when desiring to stop material from exiting the nozzle after a 
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controlled stoppage of the extruder. Note that applicant's invention is also apparently 
designed to prevent this material "leakage" from the die (page 14, lines 16-23). As 
noted in MPEP 2144.05 II (A) with respect to an analogous situation, "[generally, 
differences in concentration or temperature will not support the patentability of subject 
matter encompassed by the prior art unless there is evidence indicating such 
concentration or temperature is critical. "[W]here the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges 
by routine experimentation." In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 
1955)." 

With respect to new claim 33 defining the feeding pressures in the delivery 
member, Ogawa extrudes a rubber strip for spiral winding thereof using an 
extruder/gear pump but does not characterize the feed pressures thereof. Values within 
the broadly claimed range are however taken to represent well known, conventional and 
therefore obvious feed pressures used to form narrow rubber strips by extrusion in this 
art, the particular pressure chosen being well within the selection skill of the ordinary 
artisan through only routine optimization for only the expected and predictable results. 

As to new claim 34, the references are applied for the same reasons as set forth 
in the last office action, claim 34 differing only by the requirement in the last three lines 
thereof. These lines however are read to simply require that feeding is not restarted 
until after a new tire is positioned for winding. Such would have been obvious to the 
ordinary artisan as feeding obviously should not be restarted before a subsequent tire is 
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positioned and ready to receive the strip. The claims dependent on claim 34 are 
rejected for the same reasons already of record with respect to analogous claims 18-32. 
3. Applicant's arguments filed 4/2/2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

With respect to the applied secondary references, it is argued that "the pressure 
decrease or counter-pressure described in the secondary references need only be 
sufficient to halt undesirable material discharge after the feeding process has been 
stopped" and "[presumably, the reversal of the gear pump in Harris is only sufficient to 
prevent "drool" and would not drop the residual pressure inside the extruder to a level 
that would ensure optimal reproducibility of the extruded product in preparation for a 
subsequent feeding process. Cartwright, Birdsall, and Blieberger share a similar 
deficiency." These arguments have been carefully considered but are unpersuasive. 
These arguments seem to presuppose that if the ordinary artisan desired to prevent 
leakage or "drool" of the rubber in a process such as in Ogawa, that the pressure levels 
required to stop leakage or "drool" of rubber would be higher than the very broad range 
of pressure now claimed. It should be stressed however that applicant's invention is 
also apparently designed to prevent this material "leakage" from the die (page 14, lines 
16-23) and it has not been unambiguously argued or established that the very broadly 
claimed pressure range defines an unobvious range for the artisan desiring to prevent 
leakage. In other words, it is not been clearly asserted or shown that a pressure to 
ensure "optimal reproducibility" is not also a pressure that is required to prevent 
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leakage, i.e. that the other reproducibility advantages are not simply additional 
advantages following a pressure selection designed to prevent material leakage. 

New claim 34 has been treated within the statement of rejection. Correlating the 
restarting of the feeding with the time that the next tire is ready to be wound is not 
unobvious - this claim requires nothing more than this. 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Geoffrey L. Knable whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1220. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Geoffrey L. Knable/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

G. Knable 
July 19, 2009 



